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I. China, Taiwan, and the Situation on the Korean Peninsula (September 21, 2004) 
 
A. Presentation (China’s Doctrinal Transformation and the China-Taiwan Relationship) 
In China, the term “doctrine” is used to refer to a vision of the type of military forces the 
nation wishes to build. The term tends not to describe specific plans, but rather to indicate a 
course that more closely approximates a hope or wish. While the ultimate hypothetical enemy 
is the United States, in practice the hypothetical enemy in operational terms is Taiwan. While 
the expression “people’s war” is current in China even today, the operational doctrine used 
during the Sino-Japanese War of “drawing the enemy in” was changed to one of “active 
defense” using mechanized units for a hypothetical war with the Soviet Union. This doctrine 
went into abeyance during the Cultural Revolution, but was resuscitated in the late 1970s. As 
this doctrine developed, the lessons of the Gulf War resulted in major changes. The slogan of 
“limited war under modern conditions, and particularly under high-tech conditions” was later 
modified to “limited war under high-tech conditions,” and while the hypothetical enemy for 
the doctrine arising from this slogan is ultimately the United States, this doctrine could also be 
applied to Japan, Indonesia, Taiwan, and others. 

The slogan “limited war under high-tech conditions” has rarely been used since about 2002, 
but no other slogan has appeared. There is probably a political reason for this. In the dual 
leadership of Jiang Zemin, Chairman of the Central Military Commission (CMC), and 
President Hu Jintao, Jiang apparently did not feel the need to announce any new doctrine, and 
Hu did not have the power to do so. This situation led to the seemingly random flowering of a 
hundred different expressions, such as the “information technology war,” “limited war under 
high-tech conditions,” “limited war under modern conditions,” “people’s war under modern 
conditions” and “people’s war under IW conditions.” 

In the midst of these developments, the Iraq War caused a rethink of the “active defense” 
doctrine, leading to a consensus within the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) that no distinction 
can be made between front lines and rear areas. The idea that a good defense is to strike at the 
enemy’s center immediately after a war starts is clearly influenced by the Iraq War. 

Turning to the effects of a change in leadership personnel and the transformation of military 
doctrine, in September 2004 there was a change in the leadership of the CMC, as well as a 
reshuffling of its membership. Xu Caihou, a member of the Secretariat of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of China (CPC), and Director of the General Political 
Department, was appointed Vice Chairman. The failure of Zeng Qinghong to secure the vice 
chairman position can be viewed, in some sense, as a defeat for Jiang. On the other hand, the 
Jiang faction saw the rapidly rising Chen Bingde, Commander of the Jinan Military Region, 
previously from the Nanjing Military Region, appointed as a commission member. Moreover, 
the appointment of other new members included Qiao Qingchen, Commander of the Air Force, 
Zhang Dingfa, Commander of the Navy, and Jing Zhiyuan, Commander of the Second 
Artillery Corps, all clearly showing the high-tech trend. Note that Chen also served as head of 
the Army Command College in 1992, which means that his appointment can be seen as 
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representing the Ground Forces, rather than just a military region. 
While the composition of the new CMC membership appears at first glance to be designed 

with an eye on Taiwan, its selection was probably not so much due to an awareness of Taiwan 
as to the lack of other appropriate personnel. Of course, the issue of Taiwan benefits the PLA 
because it is a reminder that reunification of the state is not yet complete. It gives the PLA a 
reason to exist. The greater the tension in the relationship with Taiwan, the larger the budget 
for the PLA. 

The chances of an actual war breaking out with Taiwan are actually quite low. This is 
because China takes an extremely long view, placing its emphasis at the moment on expansion 
of national power driven mainly by economic strength., and because the present 
administration is deemed to have the political structure that is most capable of maintaining 
that course. In Taiwan, meanwhile, the Democratic Progressive Party feels duty-bound to 
emphasize its Taiwan identity, a situation that can surely generate a certain degree of tension, 
but Taiwan will probably find a way out that avoids war. In the long term, however, as China’s 
strength continues to grow, Taiwan will see a gradual decline in its capability to resist relative 
to China. In the end, China will either invade or absorb Taiwan, and neither the US nor Japan 
will be able to stop it. 

Various groups with their own interests have formed within Chinese society, and such a 
change influences China’s decision-making on Taiwan. The red capitalists who control 
China’s economy surely do not want a war, and the people of Fujian Province living next to 
Taiwan do not want to see a confrontation between China and Taiwan. In this 
multi-dimensional framework for policy determination, there is no one who wants to start a 
war. The only way that a war could occur, in a manner in which it could not be stopped no 
matter how much everyone wanted to avoid it, would be a runaway Taiwan scenario. In other 
words, whether such a scenario can be avoided depends on the capabilities of Chen Shui-bian 
and his successors. 
 
B. Presentation (The Situation on the Korean Peninsula—Realignment of US Forces in 
Korea, and the US-ROK Alliance) 
The issues of reduction or realignment of the US Forces in Korea (USFK) and of the US-ROK 
alliance remain extremely unpredictable at the present time. Naturally, the effects of the 
defense transformation debate, which proposes use of the most advanced equipment derived 
from the Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) to surpass the capabilities of possible rivals, 
and of the Global Posture Review (GPR), which promises development of rapid deployment 
capability in response to faceless threats anytime or anywhere, are also being felt in the 
Korean Peninsula. Realignment of the alliance with the United States has also raised a number 
of issues regarding the role and scale of US forces stationed in the Republic of Korea, and 
changes in South Korea’s own role. 

There are three main points to consider here, with the first being the situation in Iraq. It is 
generally accepted that the United States will need to maintain 30,000 to 50,000 troops there 
even after the situation is stabilized. Those forces will have to be extracted from Europe and 
Asia. In fact, of the 12,500 troops cut from USFK, 3,600 troops are to be sent to Iraq. Experts 
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say that air power will be more emphasized in the future, a situation that will boost the 
importance of Misawa Air Base, and that air strike capability will be used to compensate for 
the reduction in US troop forces in South Korea, in the form of F-16s patrolling the eastern 
side of the Korean Peninsula. Second is swift response to new threats. The United States is 
developing a rapid deployment capability that will boost the importance of Camp Zama as a 
regional hub base. In developments related to USFK, the 1st Brigade of the 2nd Infantry 
Division is to be transferred back to the US homeland and converted into a Stryker Brigade 
Combat Team. Third, in addition to the post-Cold War scenario-less threats being posited, Asia 
continues to be beset by more conventional threats in North Korea, Taiwan, and elsewhere. 
This means that defense of South Korea needs to be taken over by that nation itself so as to 
maintain proper levels of deterrence there. All three of these issues are moving forward 
simultaneously on the Korean Peninsula. 

For the realignment of USFK the United States and South Korea have been holding talks 
since 2003 on the Future of the Alliance Initiative (FOTA). The meeting held in July 2004 was 
particularly crucial. The contents of that meeting were as follows. 
• The Yongsan Garrison (Command) will be moved to Pyeongtaek, a location 80 kilometers 

south of Seoul, by December 2008. 
• The relocation of US Army forces, including the 2nd Infantry Division, will be 

implemented in two stages. In the first stage, the forces will be concentrated by 2006 into 
two locations north of Seoul, at Uijeongbu and Dongducheon, followed by a second-stage 
move to the Pyeongtaek-Osan area south of Seoul by December 2008. Despite the overall 
movement southward, however, unit training exercises will continue after that time to be 
held north of Seoul (through unit rotations), an arrangement made at the strong insistence 
of the South Korean side. 

• By December 2005 (the timing is important), the US force level in the ROK of 38,000 is 
to be reduced by 12,500 troops. This number includes 3,600 troops of the 2nd Brigade of 
the 2nd Infantry Division to be sent to Iraq. 

• By 2006, ten forward area defense duty items now assigned to US forces (the Joint 
Security Area (JSA) Mission, and front-line control including Rapid Land Mine 
Emplacement, Air-to-Ground Rage Management; control of chemical, biological, and 
radiation decontamination in rear areas; and Maritime Counter-Special Operations Forces) 
will be transferred to ROK forces. However, the most difficult task, that of counterbattery 
operations to nullify the effects of North Korea’s front-line long-range artillery, will be 
subject to performance evaluations at six-month intervals to determine whether ROK 
forces have attained the requisite effectiveness. 

• USFK will itself invest 11.0 billion dollars over a three-year period to promote force 
modernization for allied forces. 

• A total of 13 US bases located in Busan, Chuncheon, Paju, Uijeongbu, Dongducheon, and 
other cities will be returned to South Korea at an early date (2005 to 2006), without 
replacement by alternative sites. 

The 2nd Infantry Division, which has been stationed at a forward front-line position to serve 
as a “trip wire” ensuring US involvement, will now be moved to a rear area, reducing the 
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vulnerability of US forces while simultaneously boosting deterrence by enabling the flexible 
introduction of forces from the rear. Moreover, USFK will no longer be tied down in South 
Korea, but will instead play a regional role (be converted to expeditionary unit status). As the 
term “strategic flexibility” implies, the range of defense operations for these forces will be 
expanded to include the Russian Far East, the Taiwan Strait, and Guam, while the new tasks 
assigned will include the war on terrorism, the prevention of proliferation of WMD, 
humanitarian assistance, and defense of sea lane traffic. Moreover, the new force positioning 
may even have a deterrent effect on China. Reinforcement in the Pyeongtaek-Osan area will 
likely strengthen the presence of US forces in the Yellow Sea. 

For the South Koreans, steadily assuming greater responsibility for the defense of their 
nation does not mean simply the transfer of forward defense responsibilities to ROK forces. 
The regional role of USFK will also affect ROK forces, and they may become involved in 
regional tasks as well, a possibility that the South Koreans greet with apprehension. In 
addition, the regional realignment of US forces takes the form of a vertical organization with 
Power Projection Hubs (PPH), Main Operating Bases (MOB), and Forward Operating Sites 
(FOS) grouped under the Northeast Asia Command, and includes transfer of the US Army’s 1st 
Corps Headquarters to Camp Zama and unification of the 5th Air Force Command (Yokota Air 
Base) and 13th Air Force Command (Guam). In this arrangement, Japan and Guam become the 
PPH and the Republic of Korea becomes the MOB. In other words, South Korea is worried 
that it is placed at the lower end of the vertical command organization. 

Regarding the dilemma that South Korea faces in the realignment of the US-ROK alliance, 
for which Japan and South Korea have differing understandings, South Korea views the 
Japan-US alliance and the US-ROK alliance as sort of a “pseudo triple alliance,” or in other 
words, as completely equivalent to one another. As a result, South Korea feels deep 
dissatisfaction and concern about the change to a vertical arrangement. This situation can be 
compared to the “two eggs in a basket” theory, in other words, to the idea that when one of 
two alliances in a symmetric relationship collapses, the other alliance will also collapse. 
Moreover, if as a result of reform and realignment, the 1st Corps Headquarters is shifted to 
Camp Zama, USFK will come under its command. While the symmetry would be restored if 
the US-ROK alliance were to become a regional alliance, the South Koreans are apprehensive 
about being drawn into the core functions of such an alliance, and face the dilemma of the still 
further increases in the national defense budget (currently 2.3% of GNP) that would 
accompany such responsibilities. The South Koreans also appear to be concerned about Japan 
regaining major military power status, implied in the realignment of the Japan-US alliance. 

South Korea also faces serious issues regarding the cost and timing for assuming greater 
responsibility for its own defense. South Korea has found that it cannot boost force strength, 
execute transfer of bases, and convert into a regional alliance all at the same time, and is 
asking for delay in the timing of some transfer decisions. 

South Korea is also concerned that conversion of the Japan-US and US-ROK alliances into 
a regional alliance may be antagonistic to China. 

A wide-ranging debate is now in progress in South Korea, with the choices facing the nation 
including a comprehensive regional security alliance (the conservative position), maintenance 
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of the current US-ROK alliance, strategic partner (emergency defense posture), and a 
multilateral security cooperation system. 

What needs to be emphasized here is that the debate in South Korea divides largely into two 
camps. The conservative camp, many of whom studied abroad in the United States and which 
has traditionally been responsible for security, places emphasis on the relationship with the US, 
and is extremely worried that South Korea may be abandoned by the United States. The 
reform camp, which is represented in the current administration, espouses autonomous 
defense and views the United States as being more of a threat than North Korea, because they 
fear becoming embroiled in US’s conflicts. The two viewpoints are now in intense 
competition, and it is interesting to see that a long-standing threat identification has now 
completely reversed, so that more people, for the first time in the history of the Republic of 
Korea, view the United States as a greater risk than North Korea. 
 
C. Discussion 
 
1. China 
 
(1) China’s Viewpoint 
We need to use caution when debating how China will act in East Asia. For China, East Asia is 
nothing more than a small corner. Some take the long view that China will overtake Japan in 
20 years. China certainly considers its foreign policy from a global perspective, including 
India and elsewhere. On how China will react to events on the Korean Peninsula, it appears to 
be looking at it from the battlefield tactics level, and will probably just shrug off a North 
Korean collapse. 
 
(2) Transformation of Foreign Policy 
The basic military policies of Deng Xiaoping consisted of keeping a low profile and refraining 
from intervention, to ensure that other major powers did not feel threatened. Modernization of 
military forces was relaxed, with attention focused on localized, sudden minor wars, and the 
attitude, even toward the US, was conciliatory. Deng could get away with this method, 
however, only because he was a charismatic leader, and the situation today is very different. 

In China today, the middle classes are increasing in number, and public opinion has begun 
to take shape. Ordinary public opinion can often take an emotionally charged, hard-line stance, 
and can exert pressure on policy. So while the chance of war may be zero in rational terms, the 
possibility of a war breaking out in response to irrepressible public opinion cannot be ignored. 

Since the military must draw up hypothetical plans for emergencies, it is impossible to deny 
that, in the worst scenario, an attack may actually be mounted. In regards to Taiwan in 
particular, President Hu Jintao’s rivals in the army and elsewhere are said to be using Taiwan 
as an issue to apply political pressure on Hu. The statement by Jiang Zemin that “a war with 
Taiwan is inevitable” also has its effect. It will take time for Hu to solidify his hold on power 
and to achieve medium to long-term stability. A solution to the Taiwan issue cannot be 
obtained by looking at Taiwan alone. These mechanisms in Chinese society also need to be 
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considered. 
 
(3) Naval Advance 
There are two aspects to China’s naval advance. One is the increasingly high-tech capabilities 
of China’s naval missiles and other weapons, while the other is China’s internal political 
situation, perhaps the more serious aspect. While the legal framework for the naval advance 
was laid in 1992 with the territorial sea law, the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs was not 
in agreement with the framework. Nevertheless, the PLA has since acted on the assumption 
that the National People’s Congress had made its decision. Moreover, the PLA has long been 
known for its penchant of not letting commands from above reach all the way to the bottom of 
the organization, and it is not certain even now how much information is actually reaching 
Hu’s level about the PLA’s action for naval advance. While some observers believe that the 
naval advance has already made definite progress, others do not believe that China has taken 
such cohesive and rational behavior. 
 
(4) Relationship of High-Tech Army and Maintenance Costs 
China once had 6.0 million men under arms. Today, however, that total has been cut to 2.5 
million troops. In 1985, the number of troops was cut by one million, followed later on by a 
further cut of 500,000 troops. While some observers conclude that China used the excess 
funds obtained from cutting personnel expenses to upgrade to a more high-tech force, others 
speculate that Jiang must have made quite a few enemies from the cutbacks. The PLA has 
opposing factions that favor mechanized warfare and an emphasis on information technology, 
respectively. Because the former is fearful that it will itself become a target for cutbacks, it 
tends to assert that “progress in both should be made at the same time.” 
 
(5) Self-Evaluation of High-Tech Military Forces 
In general, China is pessimistic. Some in China assert that it cannot use inferior weapons to 
strike at the United States, a view that they believe has been starkly confirmed by the Iraq War. 
Others, however, deny this belief, saying that high-tech weapons can bridge the disparity in 
one leap. But their opinion is too idealistic and ignores the reality of the PLA. For the time 
being, China will probably continue to follow the previous policy lines of Fire War and IW, 
etc. 
 
(6) China’s View of the US Military Transformation 
PLA Daily and other documents have not offered any special evaluations of the US military 
transformation. This lack of response may in fact show how much of a shock to China the 
transformation has been. Chinese officials may be worried about the emphasis that the US 
military transformation has placed on Japan, which will be host to a vertical arrangement of 
hub bases, and about the whole reorganization being aimed at China. 

For global war, the United States is emphasizing a mobility that can move its center of 
gravity wherever it is needed. Such a deployment will eliminate the idea of “region” in the 
sense of a fixed location. Where the focus in the Korean Peninsula had previously been on the 
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threat from North Korea, that threat has moderated a little and the focus can be broadened 
somewhat. In the same way that the activities of the US Forces in Japan (USFJ) are not fixed 
on the defense of Japan, USFK should also be less tied to the Korean Peninsula so as to give 
them more freedom of activity. 
 
(7) Why China Does Not Oppose US Missile Defense 
Until about 2003, the Chinese media generally took a hard-line stance against missile defense. 
But that stance is rarely seen now. China appears to have concluded that opposing the Unites 
States will not serve any purpose anyway, and that it is undesirable to let relations with the 
United States deteriorate. While development of cruise missiles is reportedly being promoted 
as a countermeasure, it is unclear how far that has progressed. Another proposal is to avoid a 
direct confrontation with the United States and instead to find a weak point of the US military 
forces. This option stems from the thesis that “no matter how powerful a nation’s military 
preparations, there will always be a weak point, and the secret is to find that weakness.” 
However, the discussion in China tends to become bogged down in the details of discerning 
just what that weak point might actually be. 
 
(8) Cooperation with the United States on Terrorism Issues 
In regard to anti-terrorism, China has no intention of sending PLA units to assist the United 
States in the Iraq War. Moreover, China maintains the principle of never accepting assistance 
from foreign countries in relation to its own terrorism issues, which are all domestic affairs. 
The improvement in US-China relations is merely one part of a strategy to avoid provoking 
the United States into pointing its spears in China’s direction. For China, terror has not meant 
a fundamental change in international politics. Rather, it has been seen as serving to reduce 
tensions with China from the US side. 
 
(9) China’s Debate about Nuclear Weapons in Japan 
In China, security researchers who do not specialize in Japan tend to believe that Japan will 
possibly possess nuclear weapons in the future. At the base of this belief is the fact that the 
IAEA uses two-thirds of its budget for investigations of Japanese nuclear facilities. While 
researchers of area studies specializing in Japan do not hold this belief, they are a small 
minority. China’s fears about Japanese nuclear weapons are far stronger than South Korea’s. 
One reason China accepted “denuclearization” as one of the three principles of the six-party 
talks was its fear that North Korean possession of nuclear weapons could trigger a chain 
reaction in Japan. 
 
(10) Future China-Taiwan Relationship 
The view that China does not ultimately want a war is surely correct in terms of common 
sense, and Taiwan’s Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) has made the same assumption. 
Recently, however, PLA officials have been heard to say that the dialogue in the Lee Teng-hi 
era had ended in complete failure, effectively closing off all peaceful avenues, and that a 
stronger military should be used somehow to apply pressure until a victory can be achieved 
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without actually fighting. The speed of the PLA build-up has been rapid, raising strong 
concerns in the United States. While China may believe that pressure is needed to coerce 
Taiwan into a dialogue, the inevitable reactions from Taiwan, and also from the United States 
and Japan, could lead to a descent into a vicious cycle. 

The Taiwan identity born in the tense China-Taiwan relationship of the 1990s has not yet 
become solidified. While the Chen Shui-bian administration has been able to win election 
victories, it has made many mistakes in the economic sphere, and has therefore been 
compelled to push the Taiwan identity concept to the fore. And China has no effective counter. 
If independence becomes the bottom line, China will have no choice but to use PLA force to 
restrain Taiwan. 

While neither China nor Taiwan wants war, they are both willing to engage in a war of 
nerves right up to the brink of actual conflict. The DPP draws much of its support from native 
Taiwanese, and has few human links with China. Its relations with Japan and the United States 
are also weak. 
 
2. South Korea 
 
(1) Base Closings after Realignment of USFK 
Chuncheon is a US military base town, a fact that seriously complicates the base issue. 
Because the base is positioned along an invasion route from the North, ROK forces will surely 
not completely abandon its use. Nevertheless, South Koreans are likely to view incidents that 
occur with US forces with a different level of seriousness than incidents with ROK forces. 
Moreover, the need for continuity probably must incorporate political calculations as well. 
 
(2) Relationship between Regional Alliance and Global Issues 
The regional alliance is in fact linked to global issues. The Iraq mission went beyond the 
region to become a global action. When ROK forces were sent to Iraq, the US military 
originally asked that combat troops be sent. Some observers believe that the US withdrawal of 
the 2nd Infantry Division from South Korea was taken in reaction to South Korea’s refusal to 
send those combat troops. In a sense, South Korea has been placed in a much more difficult 
position than Japan. 

A related important issue is who exactly is supposed to respond to local threats when US 
forces are absent from the Korean Peninsula. Regarding this point, South Korea was for a 
while altogether too optimistic. Just when the conciliatory stance toward North Korea was 
reaching its peak, the ROK Navy had pressed ahead with such concepts as submarine 
possession and carriers, leaving the US baffled by South Korea’s apparent lack of understand 
of its own position. In relation to this, another difficult issue is the discussion over who holds 
command authority when the Republic of Korea assumes more of South Korea’s defense and 
US forces move to the rear. 

The Roh Moo-Hyun Administration talk of “cooperative self-reliant defense” suffers from a 
contradiction in terms. What probably happened is that the Roh Administration originally 
called for “autonomous defense,” and then later felt compelled to insert “cooperative” to 
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preserve its relationship with the US.

45 



Reports on Defense and Strategy 

II. The Situation in Southeast Asia, and Alliances and Multilateral Security in the 
Asia-Pacific Region (November 15, 2004) 
 
A. Presentation (The Situation in Southeast Asia) 
 
1. US Policy Toward Southeast Asia, and its Relations with Southeast Asian Countries 
US policy toward Southeast Asia includes three important characteristics. One is that the basic 
goal for the United States is stability in this region. For example, when US Secretary of State 
Colin Powell visited Southeast Asia in June 2002, he stated that the security and prosperity of 
the Southeast Asia region depends on active military engagement by the United States. This 
engagement is fulfilled through US forward deployment capability, and through the military 
alliances with Japan, South Korea, the Philippines, Thailand and Australia. The concept of this 
statement goes back far beyond the events of September 11, 2001, which only really served to 
reinforce the message. 

Second, in the US view, Southeast Asian issues are not as important as the more narrowly 
defined East Asian issues, including those of Japan, the Korean Peninsula, China and Taiwan. 
In the days of the Clinton Administration, the Department of the Treasury was engaged in 
Southeast Asia when the countries of the region were engulfed by financial crises in 1997 and 
1998. Otherwise, however, the Assistant Secretary of State was basically in charge of 
Southeast Asia. In the Bush Administration, this task slid down still further to the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of State level. In other words, mid-level US officials always handle the 
region, and high-level political leaders take a direct interest only when a particularly big crisis 
has occurred. 

Third is the infrastructure issue. Since the basic goal of US policy toward Southeast Asia is 
stability in the region, the US Seventh Fleet and other US military forces are regularly 
deployed there. In addition, the US military maintains close relations with the military 
organizations in each of these countries. While all three of these characteristics are important, 
the most important is probably the deployment of the Seventh Fleet and the relationship 
between the US military and local military forces. 

This situation was not significantly changed by the events of September 11, 2001. As 
viewed from Southeast Asia, the main issue for the United States has always been 
political/military stability, above all else. This is to say, however, that it may not be possible to 
completely deny that the US enthusiasm in the 1990s for liberalization in the areas of trade 
and finance without regard for the stability of Southeast Asia may have been the source of the 
financial crises of 1997 and 1998. Perhaps stability needs to be considered in a broader, more 
comprehensive sense. 

Since the events of September 11, 2001, the Bush Administration has turned its attention to 
problems in Southeast Asia, with the country attracting the most interest being Indonesia. 
There are two main reasons this interest is being pursued. 

One reason is that Indonesia has the fourth largest population in the world, and a 
long-standing theory places Indonesia’s geographic position as the key to regional stability in 
Southeast Asia and East Asia. 
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The other reason is that Indonesia is an Islamic nation with the largest population of 
practicing Muslims in the world, and the United States views Indonesia as an important key 
for relating to the Islamic world. Moreover, Indonesia can be a model showing that the US 
idea of “democracy in the Islamic world” can be successful, thus refuting the idea that the 
Islamic world and democracy are mutually exclusive. 

In the war on terrorism, the relationship the United States has with Indonesia differs slightly 
from that with other countries, with the assistance offered coming mainly in the form of police 
support. For example, a counterterrorism unit was established as part of a police support 
project and not as assistance to the military. Of course, lurking in the background were various 
problems caused by the Indonesian military since the early 1990s. 

Elsewhere in Southeast Asia, the administration of President Gloria Macapagal Arroyo of 
the Philippines withdrew its military contingent from Iraq, yet the Philippines continues to 
promote military cooperation with US forces in Mindanao. 

In Malaysia, despite the often shrill criticism of the United States by the administration of 
Prime Minister Mahathir bin Mohamad, and the constant recriminations between the two 
countries at the official level, cooperation at the working level is actually quite smooth, 
including information exchanges and arrests of people involved in terrorism. 

Singapore is one of the United States’ most important partners in the war on terrorism, with 
cooperation extending beyond mere information exchanges about terrorism issues, or to 
arrests of terrorists, to include discussions about financial measures for combating terrorism 
and the container security initiative. Thailand, as well, is cooperating with the United States in 
all aspects of the anti-terrorism campaign. 

With the notable exception of Indonesia, then, the United States is probably quite satisfied 
with the state of cooperation it is receiving from the main ASEAN states. 
 
2. Situation of Islamic Fundamentalism in Southeast Asia 
The distribution of the Islamic population in Southeast Asia is as follows. Out of Indonesia’s 
total population of 210 million people, 180 million are Muslims, of which about half are said 
to be pious practitioners of Islam and the other half nominally Muslim. Malaysia has a 
population of 27 million people, of which 13 million are Muslims, while the Philippines has 
3.9 million Muslims out of a total population of 60 million, most of whom are concentrated in 
Mindanao. In Thailand, the Islamic population is 5% of the total, or about 2.4 million people, 
living in three southern provinces bordering on Malaysia. Finally, Brunei has 2 million 
Muslims, while Singapore has 600,000. 

Among these Islamic religionists, the most well-known extremist faction is Jemaah 
Islamiyah. This group was established in 1998 by the late Abdullah Sungkar, a Yemeni Arab, 
and is now led by his successor, Abu Bakar Bashir. He, too, is a Yemeni Indonesian, and is 
currently in custody. His goal is to establish an Islamic state toward the ultimate realization of 
a caliphate. When asked who the enemy is, he explains that it is Satan and other wicked 
people, and that anyone who uses deception to lead Muslims away from the true path of Islam 
is Satan, the greatest of which is the United States. His basic beliefs are to fight against this 
Satan, to teach believers in the holy places, and to then engage in holy war, or jihad. 
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To describe activities in the area more specifically, about 1,400 Indonesians went as 
volunteers to Afghanistan in the 1980s and 1990s to receive training in combat, of which 
several hundred are believed to have joined up with Jemaah Islamiyah. Some of these have set 
up their own base inside the camp of the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF), a group 
based in Mindanao, and many Indonesians are believed to have received military training 
there. To date, from 15,000 to 25,000 people are said to have received training in Jemaah 
Islamiyah military units in Afghanistan, Mindanao, the Indonesian districts of Maluku and 
Poso, and elsewhere. 

Jemaah Islamiyah is generally believed to have split into two groups. One group is an 
international network calling itself the Rabitatul Mujahidin. Although its key leader was a 
man named Hambali, he has been arrested and is now in US custody. This group basically 
revolves around returnees from Afghanistan, and engages in random terror. By contrast, the 
other group, led by Abu Bakar Bashir, consists mainly of people who received their training 
inside Indonesia. This group apparently focuses mainly on education, and believes that 
education rather than terror should be used to strengthen its ranks. It is much the larger of the 
two, and has generally not been involved in terrorism to date. 

Another group is the Muslim Brotherhood, which is derived from the Muslim Brotherhood 
of Egypt. First arriving in Indonesia during the 1980s, the group currently publishes a weekly 
magazine titled Jihad, which is filled with extremist content. However, the group is not 
necessarily a militant faction, instead appearing to be heading down the path toward 
parliamentary politics. Politically, the group is much more powerful than Jemaah Islamiyah, 
which means that it probably merits attention in the medium to long term. 

In Malaysia, the Kumpulan Mujahidin Malaysia (KMM) group was founded in 1995 by 
young people who had studied abroad in Pakistan, India and Indonesia. At the core of this 
group are Mujahedeen returnees from Afghanistan. KMM also appears to be part of a wider 
international front, including participation in the Rabitatul Mujahidin group, which also has 
strength in Indonesia. 

In the Philippines, there are two groups, Abu Sayyaf and the Moro Islamic Liberation Front 
(MILF). Of these two, the MILF is by far the more important. This group, which split off in 
1984 from the Moro National Liberation Front, is mostly comprised of people who studied 
abroad on scholarships provided by the Egyptian government in the 1960s and 1970s. 
Moreover, beginning in the early 1980s, the group sent more than 1,000 Mindanao Filipinos to 
Afghanistan, and some of the returnees have since formed a special operations group within 
MILF. They have a cooperative relationship with Jemaah Islamiyah, and a base for that 
Indonesian group is said to have been set up within the confines of a MILF base in Mindanao. 

In Thailand, there have been outbreaks of violence resulting in casualties. However, it is 
difficult to discern how much these incidents have been influenced by Islamic fundamentalism, 
or whether there are links with Jemaah Islamiyah or the KMM. Nevertheless, the Rabitatul 
Mujahidin group, an international network formed in 1999 around Jemaah Islamiyah, is 
known to have a representative from Thailand, which would seem to point to some kind of 
relationship. The basic point of contention in Thailand is a confrontation between the 
government and Muslim adherents over control of Islamic education, as well as over 
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government attempts to clamp down on rising demands for the right to send students abroad 
for study in Malaysia or the Middle East. 
 
B. Presentation (Alliances and Multilateral Security in the Asia-Pacific Region) 
 
1. Alliances in the Asia-Pacific Region 
Security threats in the Asia-Pacific region are a mix of traditional and new threats. Security 
threats from established nation-states include the two nuclear powers, Russia and China, with 
North Korea as another nation that refuses to stop development of nuclear weapons. The 
Korean Peninsula and China-Taiwan issues remain outstanding, as do disputes over territory. 
Threats also exist from terrorists, international crime syndicates, pirates and others. Presented 
here is an examination of the use of alliances and multilateral security as methods for ensuring 
security in the Asia-Pacific. 

Alliances in the Asia-Pacific region have long continued to function as hub-and-spoke 
relationships. These alliances have not changed significantly even after the collapse of the 
bipolar structure of the Cold War period and of the Soviet Union. In other words, the United 
States has alliances with Japan, the Republic of Korea, Thailand, the Philippines and Australia. 
Moreover, while not an official alliance, the United States engages in strategic cooperation 
with Singapore. All these relationships have, if anything, grown stronger in recent years. 
Elsewhere, there are security cooperation agreements between China and North Korea, and 
between Russia and North Korea, as well as agreements between China and Russia. 

US concerns in Asia focus most clearly on the Asian section of the “arc of instability,” 
centering on Indonesia, the Philippines, and southern Thailand. 

In the United States at present, the bilateral alliance framework is viewed as working well 
in the Asia-Pacific region because allied nations can be utilized as the occasion arises, and 
also because the Unites States is free to develop its own regional policies. The idea that 
multilateralism tends to weaken US influence has grown stronger since the events of 
September 11, 2001, and efforts have been made to strengthen bilateral alliance relationships 
instead. Although the entire effort is covered under the slogan “Global War on Terrorism,” in 
practice it has meant the further strengthening of the hub-and-spoke system. On the other hand, 
however, the United States appears to have doubts about the sincerity of allied nations. Even 
good allies do not necessarily always fall into line, and cooperative allies still need to have 
varying degrees of consultation. As a result, the United States has perhaps come to appreciate 
how complex alliance management can be. 

In this situation, the United States, taking note of the relatively low density of US base 
installations in the “arc of instability” stretching from the Middle East and Africa to Southeast 
Asia, is currently implementing the Global Posture Review (GPR) and force transformation. 

US President George W. Bush has announced that 60,000 to 70,000 troops now stationed 
overseas will be returned to the US homeland over the next ten years. This total includes 
40,000 to 50,000 troops in Germany and the rest of Europe, and 10,000 to 15,000 troops in the 
Asia-Pacific region. While the absolute numbers for Asia-Pacific are not that large, the troop 
movement surely constitutes a substantial structural adjustment. 
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Regarding the Japan-US alliance, a report recently released by the Council on Security and 
Defense Capabilities notes that Japan intends to continue the alliance while proposing reforms 
and improvements. For the US, the strategic significance of the Japan-US alliance has two 
aspects, to confront North Korea in Northeast Asia and to counterbalance the rise of China. A 
related issue is the transformation of US forces in accordance with the GPR, which involves 
realignment of US Forces in Japan (USFJ) and transfer of the US 1st Corps Headquarters to 
Camp Zama, the details of which may change somewhat depending on how the current 
Japanese government’s views are unified or interpreted. 

The US-ROK alliance confronts a domestic situation in South Korea of a kind not seen in 
the Japan-US alliance. US force levels in the South Korea are to be cut by 12,500 troops by 
2008, and many of the remainder are to be geographically repositioned to the south, a plan 
that is sure to have repercussions. The Bush Administration policy for implementing this 
realignment in current conditions, when the confrontation with the North remains unresolved, 
will have an effect not only in Korea but also on USFJ. The proposed dispatch of US forces 
from South Korea to Iraq marks the first time elements of the US Forces in Korea (USFK) 
have been sent out of that country since the Vietnam War. While the proposal is to realign 
USFK into a regional defense force, the end result may differ somewhat from the existing 
hub-and-spoke system in the Northeast Asia region, especially if one of the strategic focuses is 
presumed to be China. 

Another US ally in the Asia-Pacific region is Australia, whose bilateral relationship with the 
United States was reaffirmed in the Sydney Declaration of 1996. For Australia, the importance 
of the US-Australia alliance lies in its promise of national defense, as well as in access to 
intelligence held by the United States and to US weapons systems. The US-Australia alliance 
differs from the Japan-US alliance in that Australia is viewed as an “inner ally,” with a level of 
access higher than even Japan can hope for. Certain experts believe that, for the United States, 
Australia is “Britain in the Pacific.” 

While Australia is extremely fearful of terrorism in Southeast Asia spreading to Australia, a 
stronger alliance relationship with the United States also carries the risk of incurring the anger 
of Southeast Asian countries who think that Australia acts like a deputy to a US sheriff. As this 
example shows, the hub-and-spoke US alliance relationship displays a slightly different 
appearance from one country to another in the Asia-Pacific region. 

Meanwhile, countries with bilateral alliances with the United States are beginning to 
examine their relationships with each other, as well. These countries are now wondering 
whether being an ally of the United States is truly of benefit to themselves, especially in the 
wake of US’s strong tilt toward unilateralism and interventionism following the events of 
September 11, 2001. While the strains are not as severe as in NATO, these countries all have 
issues about what sort of alliance relationships to build while also maintaining their 
relationships with the United States as a superpower. 

With the US allies serving as “spokes” emanating from a hub, the debate has now turned to 
the more advanced forms of alliance described by Mike Mochizuki, such as the wheel alliance 
or the network alliance. But the allied nations that may want to create a wheel alliance, for 
example, will find that forming non-threat relationships with each other is extremely difficult. 
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While they may be able to create working wheels in certain sectors such as terrorism, missile 
defense, PKO cooperation, or PSI, it seems that they will have difficulty progressing beyond 
those fields. 

Despite recent discussions emanating from China on the need for new security viewpoints 
or multilateralism, which on the surface appear to call for multilateral cooperation, China is in 
reality competing while talking about cooperation and tacitly showing that what it really wants 
is to place a check on US supremacy. 

These considerations show that what can be accomplished with multilateral security in the 
Asia-Pacific region is limited. On the other hand, with the hub-and-spoke alliance system 
growing stronger, and some of the spokes also becoming linked with each other in a wobbly 
wheel format, the only way to avoid giving China the impression that it is being hedged in is 
to create a multilateral security framework that also includes China. 
 
2. Multilateral Security in the Asia-Pacific Region 
Multilateral regional cooperation in the Asia-Pacific has become an important issue in recent 
years at organizations such as APEC, ASEAN+3, ARF and even ASEAN itself, all of which 
were originally established to promote economic cooperation. If anti-terrorism policies are 
adopted within the framework of APEC where Taiwan is a member, for example, China would 
be put in a position where it could not oppose the measures. Security issues dealing with 
terrorism have now been taken up at all existing regional organizations. Whether at the APEC 
summit, ARF, ASEM, or ASEAN+3, counterterrorism activities are a vehicle for uniting 
Asia-Pacific countries. International cooperation is also progressing in maritime security, or in 
other words, policies for countering piracy or other maritime terrorism. Maritime security to 
counter piracy and terrorism is surely a highly feasible target for cooperation. 

Track Two diplomacy has rapidly increased in frequency, with numbers so high that caution 
is now warranted. On the other hand, such contacts are probably a good thing if the content is 
meaningful enough. 

Defense exchanges are increasingly a part of multilateral security, with multilateral joint 
training, PSIs, and other opportunities for dialogue also increasing in number. These 
developments can be welcomed as showing that even a certain degree of multilateral security 
and dialogue can be meaningful. 

Regarding the relationship between alliances and multilateral security, it is plain that either 
method is not sufficient on its own. Even with the main focus on alliances, the alliances 
should be used in conjunction with multilateral security. Surely it should be possible to make 
progress at multilateral security conferences in the areas of both bilateral and multilateral 
cooperation. Such a dual approach can probably help to resolve security issues in the unstable 
Asian region. 
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C. Discussion 
 
1. The Islamic Situation in Various Areas 
 
(1) Relationship between Terrorism in Russia and Central Asia, and Terrorism in Southeast 
Asia 
There are at least 10 Indonesians who have gone into Chechnya. Also, entering Pakistan is a 
simple task. Moreover, some Pakistanis and Al Qaeda people have arrived in Southeast Asia, 
with most of them Pakistanis or Saudis. 
 
(2) Flow of Funding to Chechen Extremists 
Sources of funding for Chechen extremists are not limited to Arab countries. There is a 
possibility that funds are coming from Russia, as well. In addition, top officials of the 
Chechen government appear to be sending funds to the extremists for purposes of 
self-protection, which would mean illegal flows of public funds. 
 
(3) Muslim Brotherhood 
Whether the Muslim Brotherhood will engage in terrorist activities probably depends on what 
kind of relationships it has with other Islamic organizations. Potentially, this group has much 
more political power than Jemaah Islamiyah. 
 
(4) Flow of Funding from Middle Eastern Islamic Nations to Southeast Asia 
While a fair amount of money is surely flowing from Islamic countries into Southeast Asia, an 
unknown amount is for economic flows. For example, large amounts of funding are sent to 
Southeast Asia by Middle Eastern publishers to support publishing efforts. While these funds 
are supposed to be used for construction of mosques, publishing, and education, some or all of 
the funds may well be supporting terrorism. Nevertheless, it is a fact that Middle Easterners 
believe that putting funds in Islamic financial institutions in Malaysia or elsewhere is safer 
than keeping them in the United States. 
 
(5) Anti-Terrorism Policies, and Nation-Building 
Nation-building is the key to anti-terrorism policies. Historical factors such as a skewed 
religious population distribution, or an emphasis on building personal connections rather than 
systems, as was the case in Indonesia’s Suharto regime, can complicate the process. In such 
situations, nation-building can take a long time. But since there are no failed states in 
Southeast Asia, at least in comparison with African countries, the situation is actually quite 
favorable. The definition of stability used by the US is too narrow, and needs to be 
reconsidered from a total state policy perspective that incorporates such issues as currency 
stability in the economy. 
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2. The Situation in East Asia 
 
(1) Characteristics of Alliances and Security in the East Asia Region 
In regards to alliances and multilateral security, defense exchanges and security dialogue are 
basic to security in East Asia. Currently, construction of a functioning security system is 
practically impossible in both East Asia and Northeast Asia. But if piracy terrorist incidents 
like those seen in the Malacca Straits were to occur, for example, a functioning system would 
surely become possible. 

Regarding regional cooperation in the use of armed force, a core group capable of 
exercising armed force in the Asian region would need to exist. With a country like China 
located in the region, formation of such a group is probably too difficult. Progress can be 
made in certain areas like terrorism or acts of piracy, however, where China can be expected 
to show an interest. 

The hub-and-spoke system is changing slowly. We cannot imagine, however, any wheel 
alliances forming separately from the existing spokes. Instead, partial wheels or networks will 
be built. While Japan’s value in the alliance relationships has probably risen with GPR and 
force transformation, how high that value will go depends on Japan’s response in the future. 
 
(2) US Policy Failure during the Asian Currency Crisis 
It is possible that the flow of funds from Islamic countries into Southeast Asia began with the 
currency crisis of 1997. At that time, the US concluded that the Asian currency crisis was due 
to Asia’s backward economic and political systems. In reality, however, the problem was not 
systemic or structural. This mistake in judgment led Southeast Asian countries to lose trust in 
US and IMF actions. If this lack of trust becomes linked to increased feelings of affinity by 
Southeast Asian countries for the Islamic countries of the Middle East, then it may become 
deep-rooted. Japan should carefully explain the stance and thinking of these Southeast Asian 
countries to the US and European nations, persuade them to admit their error in regard to 
Southeast Asia, and work to reconcile the two sides with each other. 
 
3. The Concept of Alliances and Multilateral Security 
When we think about alliances and multilateral security, we generally assume that alliances 
cover a small number of countries, while multilateral security encompasses a large number of 
countries. We need, however, to think again about that assumption. A similar idea can be 
found in the UN Charter, and, in the past, the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs used 
bilateral and multilateral classifications. But using such classifications can be an obstacle to 
accurately perceiving of actual situations. For example, an organization like NATO that was 
established through a multilateral agreement can also be considered a regional institution, and 
there are some observers who believe that NATO’s Kosovo bombing operation was actually 
conducted by agreement within a regional institution. The Japan-US Security Treaty is a 
bilateral agreement, and there is no clear requirement to report to the UN any activation of the 
Far East clause. As a result, while the opinions of experts in international law are divided here, 
if Japan and the United States were to engage in a joint action by mutual agreement at some 
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future date, the action would bear the same characteristics as the NATO action, which could 
mean that the Japan-US Security Treaty is open to being treated in the same way as a regional 
institution like NATO, rather than as a bilateral agreement.
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III. The Situation in India and Pakistan, and the Situation in the Middle East (December 
15, 2004) 
 
A. Presentation (The Situation in India and Pakistan) 
While the dialogue between India and Pakistan has been going on for a long time, the tenor of 
the talks has recently become less demonstrative and more focused on substance. 

The main focus of the relationship between India and Pakistan has long been how to build a 
normal state-to-state relationship. However, the two countries have never been able to reach a 
compromise on issues such as the return of Kashmir, and more than half a century has now 
elapsed. In recent years, however, there has been movement toward a breakthrough. This 
tendency is probably due to a trend toward seeking practical solutions rather than clinging to 
ideal positions, to an evolving domestic situation (especially in Pakistan) that has come to 
recognize the need for practical solutions, and to relatively active US attention to policies 
toward India and Pakistan. 

First, a brief review of the historical background to the confrontation between the two 
countries. During the Cold War period, India opted for non-aligned diplomacy while Pakistan 
leaned toward a pro-US diplomacy, beginning in the 1950s. Pakistan’s reliance on the US has 
continued consistently through the present day. As can be seen in the “3A” policy of “Army, 
America, and Allah” adopted by the Pakistan government, great emphasis is placed on the 
relationship with the US. 

Nevertheless, there have been three occasions when Pakistan felt that it was betrayed by the 
US. The first was in 1965 at the time of the Second Indo-Pakistan War, when the US stopped 
supplies of weapons to both protagonists, India and Pakistan. With its reliance on US weaponry, 
Pakistan was deeply affected by this embargo. India, on the other hand, was only slightly 
affected because it had little reliance on US-built weapons. Again, when the Third 
Indo-Pakistan War broke out in 1971, Pakistanis believe that the US did nothing to help. And 
finally, the US stopped providing weapons and assistance to Pakistan after the Soviet Union 
withdrew from Afghanistan in 1990. While the ostensible reason for that cessation was 
concerns about Pakistan’s nuclear weapons development, there was some perceived hypocrisy 
in that the nuclear program had already been in progress during the 1980s when the US was 
providing assistance to Pakistan. In other words, the US was considered to have discarded 
Pakistan callously as soon as the Cold War was over. 

India, on the other hand, held strong suspicions of the US until the 1980s. Indians had such a 
bad image of the US that governments that adopted a policy of stimulating liberalization were 
accused of being full of CIA spies. This attitude finally began to change in the 1990s. While the 
rapprochement was certainly mutual, it was perhaps driven mostly by the US coming to view 
India as important. It seems that the US became able to recognize India’s international 
importance and position, and to engage in dialogue as equals. 

India’s new government administration is controlled by the Indian National Congress Party 
(Congress). While the previous ruling party, the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), was considered 
to be more pro-American, the Congress government has not replaced people in foreign affairs, 
so there has been virtually no change in policies. 
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In the previous BJP Administration, the National Security Advisor was Brajesh Misra, a man 
noted for his skills in foreign affairs. In his place, Congress has Jyotindra Nath Dixit, a former 
foreign secretary. Dixit does not hold a very good impression of Pakistan, and is viewed as less 
hawkish than the BJP government in diplomatic relations with Pakistan. 

The new administration has not even hinted at anti-Americanism in its foreign policy. 
Although the government relies on support from the Communist Party and other parties without 
posts in the Cabinet, which forces it to proceed carefully regarding domestic economic issues, 
there has been virtually no change in foreign policy. 

India-Pakistan relations have undergone sharp ups and downs since the events of September 
11, 2001. There was even a 10-month period when one million troops were facing off against 
each other across the Line of Control in Kashmir. Moreover, in December 2001 the Indian 
Parliament Building was hit by a terrorist attack. Such incidents increased tensions between the 
two countries, and by May 2002 everyone fully expected that another war was about to break 
out, with Western businesspeople going as far as evacuating the country. As this tense situation 
continued, it appeared that both countries came to the realization that the situation was of no 
benefit to either side. As a result, the two countries, at India’s initiative, agreed to make a partial 
military pull-back, after which the then-BJP government of Prime Minister Atal Bihari 
Vajpayee took the initiative to call for a dialogue with Pakistan while at the same time slightly 
altering India’s stance for dialogue on Kashmir. Since that time, dialogue has progressed in a 
“composite dialogue” format, with talks proceeding separately on each issue. 

Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf was the Army Chief of Staff who issued orders for the 
Kargil invasion, a fact that cannot have left India in a forgiving mood. Nevertheless, Musharraf 
has been able to engage in dialogue with Vajpayee, and later with his successor, Prime Minister 
Manmohan Singh. Lurking behind these developments is Pakistan’s evolving domestic 
situation. 

Many Islamic forces, particularly Al Qaeda and other foreign groups, have gained entrance to 
Pakistan. In addition, large numbers of people fleeing from Afghanistan have entered the 
country. As a result, Islamic fundamentalist parties have gained control of political power in the 
border regions between Pakistan and Afghanistan, securing a region where they can have free 
rein. Pakistan finally sent military forces to the region and arrested large numbers of people, 
including Al Qaeda members. 

Pakistan has put quite a lot of force into suppressing Al Qaeda and other foreign forces in the 
country. The Pakistanis believe that the Islamic extremists and terrorists in the country are all 
non-Pakistani. In the middle of these heightened attempts at suppression, there were two 
assassination attempts on Musharraf. There was even an attack on the Army Headquarters 
building in Rawalpindi. At the very least, these incidents mean that anti-American feeling has 
now come to be aimed at Musharraf, as well. But they could also be interpreted to mean that 
Pakistan is now completely polarized between Musharraf and part of the elite class on one side, 
and everyone else in the domestic society on the other. The Musharraf government is becoming 
an increasingly isolated administration, walking a dangerous tightrope. 

From India’s perspective, confrontation and tension with neighbor Pakistan is not welcome, 
just when the country is trying to secure itself a seat on the UN Security Council and moving up 
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the path toward great-power status in both the international political and economic spheres. In 
other words, India has clear reasons for seeking a relaxation of tensions. Pakistan, on the other 
hand, can no longer play the Kashmir card, and Musharraf appears to be gambling that he can 
abandon Kashmir while also retaining control of his own country, maintain good relations with 
the US, and promote a dialogue with India. 

These moves by the Musharraf Administration are backed by the US’s more active policy 
stance vis-à-vis India and Pakistan. Where the US has exerted a strong influence over Pakistan, 
it has had almost no influence whatsoever on India. In recent years, however, the US has started 
to look for a powerful voice in India, and India has even appeared to exert pressure on Pakistan 
by manipulating the US. However, this voice appears to be limited to the area of crisis 
management after the events of September 11, 2001. Nevertheless, the United States now 
appears to be more actively searching for a solution to the conflict between India and Pakistan, 
a trend that bears watching. 
 
B. Presentation (The Situation in the Middle East) 
From 2004 into 2005, the Palestinian and Iraq issues exhibit both favorable and unsettling 
factors. One promising factor for the Palestinian issue is the new stirrings toward the election of 
President of the Palestinian Authority. The leading candidate for the position, former Prime 
Minister Mahmoud Abbas, has called for abandonment of terrorism, or in other words, 
cessation of armed conflict, and promised that the Palestinian Authority will no longer utilize 
television to call for defensive war. (Mahmoud Abbas was thereafter elected President.) 

When viewed from inside Palestine, however, Abbas’ peaceful overtures have not necessarily 
received complete support. Many Palestinians do not accept the notion of “terrorism,” 
preferring instead to call it armed resistance. However, where the US and Israeli Prime Minister 
Ariel Sharon had refused to recognize Yasser Arafat as a negotiating partner, they do accept 
Abbas as a viable negotiator and have even offered assistance for his election. This change in 
attitude of the US and Israeli leaderships toward Palestine is a promising development. 

An unsettling factor is the re-election of US President George W. Bush. In one sense, this 
factor can be viewed as promising in that it has ensured continuity and coherence in the US’s 
Middle East strategy. On the other hand, however, Secretary of State Colin Powell has resigned 
and the rise of the so-called neo-conservatives constitutes an unsettling factor, as does the 
danger of more conflict like that seen in the Iraqi cities of Fallujah, Mosul, and elsewhere, 
where local residents were caught up in fierce fighting. 

The US has been trying to incorporate the restoration of order in Iraq and Palestine into its 
strategy for stabilizing the “arc of instability” that stretches across the Islamic world, including 
such places as Afghanistan and Chechnya. As a result, the restoring of order in Iraq and 
Palestine can be discussed as the foremost issue in the strategy for stabilization of the “arc of 
instability.” 

Recently, the Forum for the Future (for discussing the Democratic Assistance Dialogue 
project for Arab peoples agreed upon at the 2004 Sea Island Summit) was held in Morocco. 
While the Forum could not be declared an unqualified success, it did succeed in achieving 
certain results. The soft line taken by the US, rather than the expected hard line, was a welcome 
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development. If dialogue and other forms of soft power are not incorporated, the war on 
terrorism will probably become inextricably linked to an ideological war based on the US’s 
own strategic concepts. Such a stance would threaten a return to the clash of civilizations 
concept advanced by Samuel Huntington. 

When viewed from the Arab and Middle Eastern worlds, the Palestine and Iraq issues are tied 
together with the need for achievement of justice and respect. As long as this trauma is not 
treated, democratization will be difficult. It cannot be treated by incursions of outside force 
alone. The proposals made by Japan and others at the Sea Island Summit, and accepted by the 
US, of the Japanese way of walking together, thinking together, and solving things together in a 
partnership are capable of treating the trauma of Palestinians and Iraqis. As long as these 
psychological issues remain unaddressed, democracy will remain difficult to achieve. 

Where US Secretary of State Colin Powell may have understood this aspect, Vice President 
Dick Cheney and Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld probably do not embrace any such 
philosophy. That the New Fundamentalists who believe in solving problems with a knockout 
punch will become enmeshed under the new Bush Administration with people seeking the 
democratization of the Middle East is a truly frightening thought. 

The problem with the New Fundamentalists, as seen from the Arab world, is that the 
direction of dialogue and confrontation with Islam is unavoidably distorted. The urban warfare 
in Fallujah inevitably led to civilian casualties. This not only results in increased fanaticism in 
the armed warfare of extremist elements, but also tends to weaken moderates such as the Sunni 
Association of Muslim Clerics. These elements within the Sunni faction with whom the US 
should be trying to seek a dialogue are instead turning toward the extremists. In other words, 
the US Neo-conservatives will certainly slow down or destroy Arab moves toward democracy, 
and the foundations that Arabs are laying for democratization. 

Iraq and Palestine threaten to become an axis around which a tense relationship will build 
between the Islamic world and the US. On what should be done to avoid this situation, there are 
three main points in Iraq that need attention. 

First, while there is probably no one in Iraq who did not welcome being liberated from the 
rule of Saddam Hussein, the fact remains that the act of liberation resulted in occupation of the 
Iraqi state by foreign believers of a different religion. This situation needs to be redressed, or in 
other words, efforts are needed to ensure that battles in places like Fallujah and Mosul are 
localized and contained, and debate is needed to determine what specific measures should be 
taken to achieve that goal. 

Second is consideration for the extremely strong local nationalism. Without ties to 
nationalism, Islamic fundamentalism and jihad are themselves nothing more than simple 
religious fanaticism or Islamic terrorism. As was seen in Afghanistan and other places, this way 
only leads to isolation. The phenomenon in Iraq is that, as a result of the US policy toward Iraq, 
Iraqi nationalism, or in other words, nationalistic feelings among the Iraqi people, has been 
easily tied to Islamic terrorism. What sorts of policies are needed to improve this situation, 
where the United States has become a target for hatred by the Iraqi people? The solution lies in 
protecting healthy nationalism in Iraq, or in other words, in nurturing moderate factions. And 
while nurturing the moderates, schemes for isolating Islamic terrorism will be needed. The 

58 



The Situation in India and Pakistan, and the Situation in the Middle East 

schemes can include cultural exchanges, dialogue, and various other processes. Moreover, such 
an approach by means of soft power as tried by Japan may be effective. 

Third, the United States should engage in dialogue with local residents to seek peace, 
stabilization and order and Japan should require the United States to take this approach. 
Commanding officers of the Japan contingent in Iraq made efforts at dialogue with local 
residents, or they made efforts to meld with them. But the Americans will hardly use these 
approaches the Japanese officers did. That US civil society has evinced no interest whatsoever 
in the importance of dialogue shows that the world view of the Americans is quite different 
from that of the Japanese people.

The difficulties in Iraq could well continue for as long as Arab civil society cannot develop 
within itself a critical attitude toward terrorism. This applies to other Arab regions, and 
achieving peace in the Middle East will remain a distant goal for as long as this point remains 
unresolved. What should be feared is that violence and terrorism could spread from the Middle 
East into Europe. France and other European countries are extremely cautious about acting in 
accordance with US ways because they are adjacent to the Middle East and realize how easily 
terror and violence can spread. While the election for President of the Palestinian Authority in 
January 2005 and the elections for the Iraqi Parliament in the same month are important 
milestones for avoiding this danger, the lead-up to those elections will not be simple. 

The success of Japanese humanitarian assistance activities in Samawah has rested largely on 
dialogue with local residents, and on local cooperation at various levels. At the same time, we 
should not forget the contribution made by the Dutch security forces. The key to Japan’s 
Middle East policy is to evaluate the results achieved so far in its policy toward the Middle East, 
and then to draw up a blueprint for a withdrawal or exit strategy, taking into consideration 
Japanese public opinion and international opinion (including Islamic and Arab opinion). At first, 
Japan should formulate a strategic concept that fully encompasses a Middle East Islamic policy 
centered on Japan’s national security and energy security issues, and after that, Japan should 
surely consider this issue within the framework of that Middle East Islamic policy. 

It’s time for Japan to establish its own Middle East strategy, based on the theory of an “arc of 
instability” stretching from Northeast Asia to Central Asia and the Middle East, and taking into 
consideration the US force transformation. But, in spite of the existence of the Japan-US 
alliance, the US strategy toward the Middle East and Islam, and the Japanese strategy toward 
the Middle East and Islam, cannot necessarily be identical, nor can the interests of the two 
countries in the Middle East and Islam necessarily be the same. While the difference between 
the two countries’ strategies toward Palestine and Iraq may perhaps be resolved or adjusted to 
some degree, they may well diverge on Iran, the IAEA, or other issues. It will be a major 
challenge for Japan to formulate its new strategy toward its alliance with the US and its new 
strategy toward the Middle East, taking into considerations Japan’s own national interest. 
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C. Discussion 
 
1. India and Pakistan 
 
(1) Change in Relations with China 
While China and Pakistan have had an “all weather friendship” since 1968, the Chinese 
government began leaning toward India around the year 2000. In the background of this change 
was a more active economic relationship. China-India trade is growing by about 30 to 40 percent 
annually, and is now far above the trade levels between China and Pakistan. In addition, both 
countries are faced with Islamic problems, in the Xinjiang Uygur Autonomous Region for China, 
and in Kashmir for India. Moreover, the supporter for both of these groups is Pakistan. With Al 
Qaeda unable to continue its activities, Pakistan is now said to be the one assuming responsibility 
for the Islamic network. Moreover, the Taliban are now equated with Pakistan, and China and India 
share an interest in worrying about a rogue Pakistan. China’s drift away from Pakistan and 
approach toward India is a trend that Pakistan will be unable to prevent. 

The China-India border issue is now heading for an agreement between China and India, with 
recognition of China’s demands for western Kashmir and for India’s assertions in Sikkim and other 
areas in the east. While many people in India involved in strategic issues have expressed concerns 
about China, their objections have toned down in recent years, and the relationship between the two 
countries is growing stronger. 
 
(2) Anti-US Sentiment in Pakistan 
Anti-US sentiment in Pakistan revolves around the question, “How can the United States keep 
betraying us this much?” While Pakistan profited from the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the 
trade-off was also costly. Having been being forced to host three million Afghan refugees, 
Pakistan became increasingly Islamized under the pressure of Arab and Afghan Islamic forces 
concentrating in Pakistan to undergo training as Mujahideen, for which the United States 
provided funds, and the nation became infested with weapons and drugs. The United States 
abandoned Pakistan and then, in the Afghan War, Pakistan was forced to suppress a Taliban 
group that Pakistan had itself created. While Pakistani president Musharraf surely had no room 
for maneuver, this action greatly alienated the people. The ensuing US military action against 
Iraq also stoked up the fires of anti-US sentiment in Pakistan. 

The United States has not attempted to engage in any dialogue in Pakistan. US activities 
focus on dispensing funds, with a 3.0 billion dollar support package provided in 2003. 
Moreover, the United States maintains close ties with the Pakistani military elite, and is deeply 
involved in controlling Pakistan. Further progress down this path will ensure the enmity of the 
Pakistani people. 
 
(3) China Threat as Viewed from India 
From India’s perspective, it has no particularly vital issues with China, with the result that India 
is limited in its capacity to treat China as a hypothetical enemy in order to justify defense 
expenditures. Since defense policies and defense expenditures are subject to close scrutiny in 
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the legislature, procedures impede officials from incorporating a Chinese threat theory into the 
justification even if they wanted to do so. Indian people feel more strongly about the Pakistan 
issue (keeping in mind the sacrifices in Kashmir) than the China issue. While China has not 
been excluded from the list of strategic hypothetical enemies, India probably gives a low 
priority to China in its national defense policy. Further, although India’s nuclear weapons were 
developed with China in mind, India was at the same time determined to enhance its 
international status, based on the classical view that such claims are best supported by military 
power. 
 
(4) Reasons for the US Approach to India 
While the main objective for the US approach to India is entering into the rising Indian market 
through the liberalization of its economy, another aspect that has not attracted much attention is 
the existence of a large Indian community in the United States. The 1.5 million NRIs 
(Non-Resident Indians) occupy the top position among ethnic communities in the US in terms 
of income and social status. They constitute a huge, active lobby. Curriculums at US 
universities are said to have changed under their influence, and even the mild sanctions 
imposed on India for nuclear testing are believed to be the results of their efforts. Moreover, 
India and Israel, with their shared concern for Islamic issues, have in recent years come much 
closer together, and some analysts believe that close relations between powerful Jewish and 
Indian lobbies in the United States have facilitated a stronger relationship between Israel and 
India. 
 
(5) Differences Between Japanese and US Policies Toward South Asia 
When compared to the US’s aggressive engagement with South Asia in recent years, Japan’s 
policy toward the region has been, and remains, inactive. While the relationship between Japan 
and Pakistan has been good, the relationship with India cooled after that country’s nuclear tests 
and is currently in fairly poor condition. Where the United States has moved closer to India 
despite the nuclear tests, or perhaps because of them, Japan has been unable to persuade India 
to recognize the independence of Japan’s foreign policies, even after Japan called its 
relationship with India a “Strategic Partnership,” and India evinces little trust in Japan. Pakistan, 
on the other hand, hopes to involve third-party countries in its diplomatic problems and calls 
upon Japan at every opportunity, particularly for ODA. Aside from the ODA, however, there is 
little that Japan can specifically do. 
 
2. Middle East Situation 
 
(1) Trauma in Arab and Islamic Societies 
This trauma has its source in the form of governance created and shared by Arab societies, as 
well as in their weak thinking about democracy. It is here where men in their 70s and 80s 
assume positions as national leaders, and where regions make no effort to find new governing 
paradigms from among the world’s changing trends. The distinctive character of these types of 
rulers is the first basic reason for the trauma. 
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Second, politicians have an important responsibility to show results, and will have to accept 
the judgment of history. The constant problem of corruption accompanying the long-lasting 
administrations of Arab leaders is a major factor in creating trauma. 

Third, the tendency to enthusiastically direct citizens’ dissatisfactions to outside enemies 
while simultaneously putting off solutions to domestic problems until later is another source of 
trauma. In statistics provided by the World Bank in 2000, the average income per capita in 
advanced countries was 27,450 US dollars, while the figure for Israel was 19,320 US dollars. 
By contrast, the income figures for the Islamic world, including the oil-producing countries, 
was just 3,700 US dollars. If the oil producers are excluded, average incomes for both Islamic 
states in general and Middle Eastern Arab states do not even come close to the world average of 
1,350 US dollars. At the same time, of course, the personal wealth of Arab leaders such as 
Yasser Arafat is immense. 

Finally, Arabs seem to be great believers in conspiracy theories, such as “the events of 
September 11, 2001 was a Jewish plot” or “Arafat was poisoned.” This constant refrain of 
“America is to blame” has become an excuse for people to avoid taking political responsibility 
to find objective solutions on their own, and this too is a trauma factor. 
 
(2) Democratization of Iraq 
Regarding the democratization of Iraq, the head of a Russian think tank that usually takes 
stances harshly critical of the United States is opposed to an immediate US withdrawal from 
Iraq because it would lead to chaos. This is the understanding of a realist who recognizes that 
the United States is necessary to maintain order. We can agree with this Russian critic of the 
US in his assertions on how difficult it would be to maintain order after the fall of the Hussein 
government and then establish a democracy, an observation based on the experience of Russia. 
The US attitude is too naïve. Many Russians think that democracy in this region will require 
some sort of authoritarian element. 
 
(3) Differences Between the Stance on Dialogue of US Forces and SDF in Iraq 
When the Self-Defense Forces first were informed that they would be sent to Iraq, and when 
they learned that they would not be under US military command, the SDF officers thought 
about how the SDF should act differently from the US military line. Their conclusion was that 
their stance should be to do a duty rather than make a “contribution.” This meant a stance of 
working for the Iraqi people. 

The reason the SDF was able to engage in dialogue while the US military could not is simple: 
the SDF did not have any responsibility for maintaining order. The United States has that 
responsibility and must therefore become involved in all sorts of combat, often running into 
difficulties when moving among the citizenry. All American groups have the same problem, 
even those that are NGOs. And if the citizens are invited to come to the bases to talk, they risk 
putting themselves in harm’s way instead. The SDF, on the other hand, is not involved in 
security maintenance, which enables it to engage in dialogue with the people since it is 
completely immersed in providing support for people’s lives. It is unfair for us to demand that 
the United States engage in dialogue without recognition of this reality. 
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(4) How the US and Japan Can Complement Each Other in Iraq 
While US-based NGOs and NPOs would like to be active in Iraq, these organizations cannot go 
to Iraq under the current conditions where UK and other European citizens are being kidnapped 
and killed. Japan, on the other hand, has a long history of secure operations with local residents 
in Palestine. Similar activities have been done in Iraq, as well, and more such activities can be 
expected in the future if conditions permit. This means that Japan should be able to coordinate 
with the United States to engage in soft activities that the US cannot do, performing advanced, 
essential aspects of the Japan-US alliance in place of the US. 
 
(5) How Japan Should Advise the US on Middle East Policy 
The premise for the final agreement that was nearly reached between Israel and Palestine in the 
last days of the Clinton Administration was respect for the UN resolution calling for Israeli 
withdrawal from territory occupied during the Third Middle East War. While the United States 
also stood by that premise at the time, the succeeding Bush Administration has never reaffirmed 
it. Although it has expressed welcome for a withdrawal from Gaza, this cannot be used to offset 
a withdrawal from the West Bank of the Jordan River. Actions meriting criticism should be 
criticized. A Palestinian state will never be established if a withdrawal does not take place 
where it should have occurred. The government of Japan should clearly spell out this principle 
to the United States. 
 
3. Can Terrorism Be Separated from Nationalism? 
Efforts to separate terrorism from its attempt to overlap with and take advantage of Islamic 
universalism and Arab nationalism will need to be exerted in theory, in policy and in strategy. 
Any relaxation of this effort risks giving the Arab world the impression that the Japan-US 
alliance is an anti-Islamic alliance. What is most important is assistance for the popularization 
of more moderate factions in Arab society. Japanese diplomacy should continue with the 
humanitarian recovery assistance for which the Self-Defense Forces have received gratitude, 
and then work to restore European cooperation with the United States. We probably need to 
recognize more deeply that this process inherently differs from US diplomacy, which places 
priority on military strength. The final goal is a grand alliance against terrorism that centers on 
the Japan-US relationship and also includes moderate Arab states and the European countries. 
Efforts to realize such an alliance relationship lie at the center of Japan’s Islamic policy, and 
mark the point where the Japan-US alliance can be harmonized with Japan’s Islamic policy. 
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IV. Current State of Japan’s Security Strategy and Related Issues, and the Changing 
Japan-US Alliance and Japan’s Security Policy (February 17, 2005) 
 
A. Presentation (Current State of Japan’s Security Strategy and Related Issues) 
Perhaps the word that best describes the present state of Japan’s security is “drifting.” Sixty 
years after the end of World War II, Japan approaches its kanreki (60th birthday) anniversary 
in a drift, not even knowing where it is right now. 

To deal with future issues, two vectors of action will be necessary. One vector is to 
accurately forecast the near-term future and take needed steps quickly. This vector consists of 
two elements. One is to set a goal for efforts in the first half of the 21st century, and efforts to 
set up an image of the state. The other is to choose from among many issues the issue with the 
highest priority, to avoid policies that attempt to offer something for every issue, and to 
concentrate personnel, goods, and funds on the issue with the highest priority. The second 
necessary vector is to revisit the past. Things that Japan was forced to accept under the Allied 
Occupation — such as the Class A war criminals being sentenced in the Tokyo War Crimes 
Tribunal, and the Japan-US security system — and could not reject while under occupation 
have been left unchanged to the present day. This leaves a lingering doubt about whether 
Japan has ever actually succeeded in ending the occupation. This situation certainly needs to 
be reviewed. In addition, we should be trying to take up those issues that have been put off or 
delayed. The biggest issue being put off is probably the “risk burden.” 

Next, there are “security” issues, the key word for the international community. Serious 
issues include rampant international terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction into the hands of failed states or international terrorist groups. In response, 
preemptive strikes can become a realistic policy option. This raises three concerns, however. 
One issue is determining what situations merit preemptive strikes. Next is the issue of what 
degree of inhumane behavior is acceptable when attempting to stop inhumane behavior. And 
last is the issue of what degree of anti-democratic behavior is acceptable for the protection of 
democratic society. As these kinds of issues are being addressed, the image of the state will 
need to be delineated and efforts will need to be focused on the issues with the highest 
priority. 

Four essential conditions are needed for Japan’s survival. First is assurance of resource 
supplies. Japan is supplied 800 million tons of resources from foreign countries, and if these 
supplies were to stop, Japan’s fate would be sealed. Second is assurance of the resource supply 
routes. The issue is whether these resources can safely pass through the long sea lanes 
stretching from the source countries all the way around the Eurasian continent to Japan, and 
whether countries bordering on the sea lanes will let them pass by safely. Japan may be 
required to have the capability to enforce maritime law. The third condition is that Japan 
continues to be able to add value to the resources it has been supplied, manufacture 
competitive industrial products, and then sell those products. For this purpose, it is necessary 
for Japan to possess advanced technologies no other country can rival. A prerequisite for this 
goal is a diligent work force and education suitable for that work force. The final condition is 
that foreign countries continue to be willing to purchase these manufactured industrial 
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products. Of these conditions, Japan cannot by its own effort ensure Conditions One, Two, or 
Four — even if Japan tripled the Self-Defense Forces’ power, it would not be sufficient for its 
national security and survival. 

There is no other country in the world today that needs international peace as much as 
Japan does. Moreover, that Japan is in a peaceful situation is not sufficient. In this situation, 
the question for Japan to answer is what Japan should do for the sake of international peace. 
For Japan, one of the most serious threats is to become isolated from the international 
community. Japan needs to strive to deter danger to itself, and to perform its international 
responsibilities. This marks a shift in the Japanese stance from contributing to the 
international community to fulfilling its international responsibilities. 

Japan relies on the United States for the following five aspects of security: First, Japan relies 
completely on the United States for nuclear deterrence. Second, Japan relies on US forces for 
long-range power projection capabilities, including strategic bombers, ballistic missiles, and 
aircraft carriers. Third, the United States provides nearly all needed intelligence. Fourth, most 
of the basic components of Japan’s military technology are still provided in “black-box” form. 
Fifth, the Maritime Self-Defense Force lacks the capability to protect energy transport routes 
(Sea Lanes of Communication), and Japan must instead rely on the US Navy. 

As can be seen, Japan relies on the United States for every aspect of its security. In order to 
improve Japan’s excessive reliance on the US in the security sphere, it is necessary for Japan 
to think seriously about which issue should be tackled first. Even leaving the Status of Forces 
Agreement (SOFA) unchanged would be inappropriate. The United States has signed SOFAs 
with about 100 countries. These can be divided into three categories, beginning with SOFAs 
with NATO and other countries trusted by the United States (Class A), next-level countries 
(Class B), and other countries with SOFAs not trusted by the United States at all. As the recent 
helicopter crash in Okinawa appears to show, when the United States refused to turn over 
American soldiers for trial, Japan was viewed as a Class B country. This is a point that Japan 
should criticize. Moreover, while the “sympathy budget” amounts to 200-300 billion yen, the 
total amount involved is much higher when other expenses such as rent for military land is 
added, and a review of this budget is essential. 

While there are many possible scenarios for the North Korea issue, all that has happened is 
an admission by North Korea that it possesses nuclear weapons. The future is impossible to 
discern. Nevertheless, it is best to prepare for a self-destruction scenario. Prefectural 
governments have passed ordinances to implement the Bill Concerning Measures to Ensure 
National Independence and Security in a Situation of Armed Attack, to be followed in 2006 by 
the municipal governments, and it will be the city, town, and village governments that will 
have to deal with the large numbers of refugees. While local authorities will be required to 
know how to respond if North Korea becomes self-destructive, resulting in the outbreak of 
civil disturbances and large numbers of refugees, training for such an eventuality has hardly 
begun anywhere. 

Structural reform of Japan’s defense is inadequate because the Self-Defense Forces Law, the 
Defense Agency Establishment Law, and the Bill to Respond to Armed Attacks (the so-called 
“emergency legislation”) were enacted, but a basic law on security (defense) does not yet exist. 
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A basic law on defense issues needs to be passed at an early date to ensure that defense 
legislation is adequate. 

Even if Japan truly desired the capability to be able to reject military attacks, it would be 
difficult for it to develop military retaliation and assault capability, since it has taken the 
position of having a minimum defense force, based on the exclusively self-defense principle. 
In addition, there remains the issue of constitutional reform. The current Constitution of Japan 
does not contain any clauses for emergency action. In fact, words like “protect,” “risk,” and 
“emergency situation,” cannot be found anywhere in the document. What can be found in the 
document is a hope for peace and trust in the other side. 

Regarding the transformation of the Self-Defense Forces, Japan is an anchor at the east end 
of the “arc of instability,” and serves as a US military hub for the projection of military forces. 
Japan’s defense forces assume extremely diverse responsibilities, from international 
cooperation to disaster relief missions. Of the US forces today, the one with the most 
flexibility in fighting capability is the Navy, with a wide array of responsibilities that include 
friendly visits to foreign countries, power projection, commerce destruction engagements, and 
fleet battle engagements. Currently, the Army and Air Force also cooperate to assist the Navy 
in discharging its wide array of obligations. Another characteristic of the transformation is the 
fusion of different force categories. The Space Force uses satellites to investigate the other 
side’s position, unmanned reconnaissance aircraft track it down, Special Forces are airlifted to 
the location and use laser light to pinpoint the spot, after which strategic bombers from the US 
homeland drop GPS bombs there. Even when the target is a landlocked country like 
Afghanistan, US Marines can be active. The Marines do this by flying in from aircraft carriers, 
while performing midair refueling over the airspace of other countries, to engage the enemy 
on the front line. In the Iraq War, as well, the Marines entered the country at Basra and then 
pressed inland all the way to Baghdad 700 kilometers away. In the past, it was operational 
doctrine to have the Amphibious Forces land and secure the beachhead, after which the Army 
would immediately take over. Now, however, the Marines are able to handle the entire 
operation. They can do this because the Marines are completely self-contained, and because 
the amphibious vehicles that they use for landing are as rugged as tanks. The unmanned 
reconnaissance aircraft are actually like airships, able to monitor the situation continuously 
from the sky. But the concept has not changed, in reality, with the hub and “arc of instability” 
being the “rimland” in the old geopolitical terminology. Since the “heartland” of the old 
geopolitical terminology was too broad to cover, control would instead be exerted on the 
“rimland.” Truly, the same theory is being applied again today. 

Transformation can be defined as the large-scale utilization of new technologies in military 
systems, linking revolutionary operational concepts to military organizations in such a way as 
to completely change the character and modes of warfare and to vastly boost the fighting 
capabilities and military efficiency of military units. The results of transformation completely 
change the basic relationships between attack and defense, space and time, and firepower and 
mobility. Conventional tactical concepts do no apply, and battle configurations and operational 
doctrines need to be changed in response to combined operations involving several different 
kinds of forces. One thing that needs emphasizing is that a deep grasp of military technology 
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is more important than battlefield experience. Military forces that use the concepts of the last 
war to fight the next one cannot win. What is required is the suitable development of new 
doctrine, followed by creation of new armed force to utilize it. 
 
B. Presentation (The Changing Japan-US Alliance and Japan’s Security Policy) 
In the recent transformation of US forces — and in the debate now underway in Japan 
regarding it — one issue that has come up is how to create an independent defense policy. In 
recent newspapers there are reports on the possibility of US bases being returned to Japan, and 
various opinions on the Japan-US alliance. Meanwhile, however, Japanese people seem to be 
watching passively. They do not appear to have a clear image of what Japan can defend, and 
how far it can reach. Many people in foreign countries say that Japan merely follows the 
United States in everything. But if Japan is seen as always being together with the US, this 
may mean that the country will not be able to strike an independent diplomacy when it 
becomes a permanent member of the Security Council. This is a problem that the Japanese 
government has not really cleared up. The US force transformation is a good opportunity for 
Japan to firmly resolve the issue of what Japan should defend and how it should do so. 

The United States is basically proceeding with a global, long-term transformation, moving 
toward a worldwide repositioning of a lightweight, rapidly reacting, mobile force. This 
development does not mean that alliances will no longer be important, but it will lead to a 
clear ranking of the alliances. The alliances are being divided into power projection hubs 
(PPH), main operating bases (MOB), forward operating sites (FOS), and cooperative security 
locations (CSL), with Japan and the UK to serve as the power projection hubs and be 
positioned as the most important strategic allies. With Japan occupying such an important 
position in the transformation of US forces, one must be concerned about whether Japanese 
people are really aware of the implications. The debate now underway revolves around legal 
interpretations and the bases issue, and strategic debate is nowhere to be seen. 

Another issue is whether the US military transformation will lead to the international order 
that the United States envisions, or not. While our Council of Defense-Strategic Studies is 
mainly concerned with thinking about medium to long-term issues, it seems that the current 
US military transformation is not really persuasive unless emphasis is placed on short-term, 
immediate threats. Though the emphasis is placed on new threats, non-state threats, and 
asymmetric threats, we must pay attention to geopolitical changes that have in reality 
occurred in Eurasia. Of particular importance is the future of an authoritarian Russia. The 
EU and NATO have enlarged eastward, and the area around Moldova, Belarus, and Ukraine 
has become unsettled as the new borderline between Eastern and Western Europe. China, 
meanwhile, has seen economic growth and the emergence of a middle class, and yet the 
system of one-party Communist dictatorship has not changed. The Chinese government 
appears to be deflecting any dissatisfaction by redirecting it to Chinese nationalism. As a 
result, there is a danger that greater development of the Chinese economy will lead to greater 
instability in China’s relationships with Japan and the United States. Between Europe and East 
Asia is a “crescent of crisis” spreading from Georgia to Central Asia, Afghanistan, and 
Pakistan. This region is an extremely unstable area. To the south, elections are being held in 
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Iraq and Palestine. In their place, though, instability may well increase in Saudi Arabia, Iran, 
and Egypt. How the “crescent of crisis” and the “arc of instability” are handled will have an 
effect on relations with Russia and China, and the result could well be increased instability in 
Eurasia. 

For Japan, the geopolitical situation has changed since the end of the Cold War. The most 
important geopolitical change is that during the Cold War period the threat from the North was 
most serious and Japan had to deal with it, but during the post-Cold War period, Japan has to 
give the highest priority and pay attention to the seas bounded by the Taiwan Straits, the East 
China Sea, and Guam, where military tensions are rising. If Japan, the United States, China 
and Taiwan become more militarily active in this region, the situation will develop into 
traditional balance of power management with an overlay of non-state threats, for which a 
suitable dual response will be needed. 

While the United States has recently been emphasizing the concept of the “coalition of the 
willing,” creation of the new international order envisioned by the United States brings up 
both good and bad aspects. One bad aspect is the difference in awareness of non-state threats. 
It is likely that countries in Europe and elsewhere do not share the level of threat awareness 
held by the United States. Alliance relationships can become unstable if countries do not share 
a common perception of threats. A second bad aspect is the tendency for the cooperative 
relationship between nation-states to become a hierarchical relationship with the United States 
at the head. The tests of loyalty to the United States that arise with every incident are evolving 
into a permanent feature. Moreover, even a single failure at one of these tests can make it 
extremely difficult for a country to repair its relations with the United States. The third 
negative aspect is that, unlike alliances, the coalition of the willing maintains mutual bonds 
that make it difficult for countries to retain their right to speak versus the United States. It is 
difficult to see how such a relationship could continue for very long. The fourth aspect is that, 
although winning wars is easy enough, the postwar reconstruction is very difficult, as seen in 
Afghanistan and Iraq. When the coalition of the willing does not include any other major 
countries, the United States has to be continually involved throughout an operation. While a 
new alliance pattern that updates the Cold War period alliances may eventually appear, the 
overwhelming superiority of the United States within that grouping will remain unchanged, 
and how to associate with the US will be the most difficult issue for Japan. 

The relationship between the US force transformation and Japan’s security is significant for 
three reasons. The first is related to the global balance of power, in that the transformation 
boosts Japan’s strategic position and enhances deterrence. The US military command function 
in Japan is to be strengthened, which will directly improve deterrence. Second, the use of 
deterrence to enhance the security of major nations may lead to an increased risk of the use of 
force in surrounding areas. At that time, the United States possibly will require Japan to 
defend itself. In this sense, Japan will need to improve its own risk management capabilities. 
This means development of a self-contained risk management capability that can handle 
missile defense, distant island defense, the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), Ocean 
Peace-Keeping (OPK), suspicious vessel investigation and terrorism. But to achieve this will 
require enhancement of the Japanese position within the Japan-US relationship to the level of 
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an equal partner with the US. Japan is to handle control of the air space, with US forces 
utilizing it as needed. Japan is also to manage the bases, with US forces making use of them. 
These are the measures that countries such as Germany and Italy have already taken. It will be 
necessary to enhance Japan’s position as a sovereign state within the Japan-US relationship 
through joint utilization of the air space and the bases. Third is reduction of base burdens. 
While all discussions here need not be negative, important issues must certainly include how 
Japan intends to develop its self-management capabilities and decision-making mechanisms. 

Finally, the way of thinking that starts with an exclusively defense-oriented posture for the 
security of the Japanese homeland, and then extends the sphere subject to defense to areas 
surrounding Japan and finally to other countries has already reached a deadlock. Japan’s 
security is in fact rooted in the stability of the international environment. If Japan fails to 
contribute to the stability of the international environment, Japan cannot expect to be able to 
maintain its own security. 

Even assuming the world’s stability is linked to Japan’s security, discussions on the subject 
tend to ask whether Japan will be expected to undertake any missions for that purpose. We 
need to study what limits should be placed on activities outside of situations that fall within 
the range of Japan-US security, and of PKO operations. While the new National Defense 
Program Guidelines define PKO operations as a primary mission for the Self-Defense Forces, 
they raise the difficult issue of whether limits should be placed on humanitarian assistance and 
recovery assistance activities. Moreover, when it comes to police actions, there is a definite 
need to decide where the lines should be drawn. 

Many of the security issues that we face now, such as terrorism and the proliferation of 
WMD, cannot be dealt with under previous security arrangements. Traditional negotiating 
methods used by European countries can miss some of these issues, which can result in 
development of nuclear weapons being completely overlooked. On the other hand, US 
attempts at unilateral use of military power to solve problems have been criticized. The UN 
cannot respond effectively because it does not possess an independent military forces. 
Japanese action that sets a good precedent, in the sense of forging a standard, will be 
important in the future. Since it is difficult to deny US supremacy, debate over unilateralism 
versus multilateralism does not really hold much significance. In multilateralism, there is a 
concern that new threats will be met with indecision or inaction. In addition, US leadership is 
a valuable asset in turbulent international relations. If Japan intends to play an international 
role in these conditions, Japan should take care of issues in areas surrounding Japan, a stance 
that will assure Japan a voice with the United States when it comes to creating standards. 
 
C. Discussion 
 
1. Japan’s Security, and the Japan-US Relationship 
 
(1) Priorities for Reducing Reliance on the United States 
Japan should choose a security issue with the highest priority, and concentrate resources on 
that issue to deal with what Japan would like to do in the future, on the presumption that Japan 
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will want to reduce its reliance on the United States. The issue is what kind of regional order 
Japan wants to build. In studying this issue, it is important to recognize the difference between 
the regional order the US is aiming for and the regional order Japan wants, and for the two 
countries to work out those differences about how to maintain order. 

Under present conditions, however, there is little room for Japan to escape from reliance on 
the United States. Perhaps the only area is the intelligence sector. An operation to launch an 
intelligence-gathering satellite, regardless of the results, would demonstrate one possibility. 
 
(2) Possibilities in the Intelligence Sector 
The United States has provided Japan with much intelligence, but Japan has gathered little 
intelligence that it might have been able to provide. As a result, Japan should try to gather 
intelligence from its own spies and from military satellites, to obtain Northeast Asian 
intelligence that the United States cannot acquire. 

If intelligence from Japanese government satellites had been quickly available at the time of 
the Aceh tsunami disaster, Asian countries would have friendlier feelings toward Japan. 
Failure to provide such cooperation was a mistake for Japan. It is essential for Japan to build a 
system that can better provide satellite-based photographic intelligence. 
 
(3) Creation of Bilateral Intelligence Routes 
Intelligence comes in various forms. For example, when intelligence came in from Taiwan 
near the end of 2004 about Chinese submarine activity, the intelligence was passed along first 
to a television broadcasting company, since Japan (i.e., the Defense Agency) had no hot line to 
Taiwan. Furthermore, China has hot lines with the United States and the Republic of Korea, 
but since China does not have a hot line with Japan, China’s People’s Liberation Army has 
expressed concern about the lack of a system for contacting Japan in an emergency. By 
continuing to rely on the United States for all of its intelligence, Japan cannot even receive 
intelligence of vital importance for Japan except through the United States. This situation is 
very risky. 

As a matter of fact, however, Japan has a hot line with Russia based on the Agreement on 
Preventing Marine Accidents, and also has an air-sea hot line with the Republic of Korea. 
While Japan has been rather slow in developing a relationship with Taiwan, this is mostly out 
of consideration for its relationship with China. There is a possibility, however, that even 
China and Taiwan have instituted an air hot line link. Considering that China and South Korea 
have a hot line, it would certainly appear to be the case that Japan could also secure hot line 
links for exchange of intelligence with other countries. 
 
(4) Japan’s Mass Media, and the Will of the People 
As a democracy, Japan obtains the people’s agreement as it proceeds with security policy. On 
this point, what is important is how mature the people of the democracy are. The media, 
which is there to help improve the level of maturity of the people, falls short in its reporting 
quality. 

The mass media is not the only problem. Statements of academics and others are often 
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irresponsible. People not involved in policy formation tend to take outside observer positions 
and repeatedly make irresponsible comments. To ensure formation of serious policies that are 
suitable for democratic states, it will be necessary to take the long-term perspective and help 
democracy to lengthen its stride. 
 
(5) Maintenance of Order Without Reference to US 
Instead of order based on US conceptions alone, which cannot be international order, there 
can also be maintenance of order without reference to the US. Some possible examples 
include disaster prevention and environmental issues, as well as terrorism countermeasures 
that make use of Japan’s potential. It may be profitable to think about applications that make 
the most of the current situation without indulging in excessive praise for the US, thus going 
beyond the position of relationships of mutual reliance. 
 
2. Democracy in China 
When it comes to democratization in China, or in other words, escape from the one-party 
domination of the Communist Party, it is unmistakable that China is headed in that direction. 
Elections have been held in local governmental units, while Shanghai has a number of 
political parties contesting the Communist Party for seats in its legislature. However, this 
thinking has not yet penetrated to the level of the National People’s Congress, and more time 
is needed. In the long term, democratization will probably be unavoidable. The process of 
democratization will probably need to rely on nationalism, however. China’s policymakers are 
constantly aware of this issue. The Yasukuni issue, for example, came very close to blowing 
up into a huge problem. In other words, while democracy can be expected to bring stability, 
the process of becoming a democracy could be very unstable indeed. The policymakers are 
said to be watching the process very carefully, and to have fully investigated the examples of 
Taiwan and South Korea. They are concerned that, while excessive nationalism can be 
avoided under a single-party dictatorship, it may be exacerbated during the democratization 
process, or in other words, that one person’s opinion will be allowed to roll roughshod over 
other people’s opinions, gathering strength and size like a snowball. 

Moreover, China’s intelligentsia has a powerful sense of responsibility to the state, unlike 
Japan’s. We should consider how the Chinese policymakers mentioned above can be put more 
closely in touch with Japan’s policymakers, as one aspect of policy on China. 
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